OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL OF TEXAS
AUSTIN

SemaLD C. MANN
ATTORNEY SENERAL

Hon. V, C, Uarghall, Cbairmf
Texas £0il Conservation Boakd
Fe Qs Box 191
Tezple, Texas

Doar Sir:
Opinic
Re: nt to Opinion’No. 0-906
Upon re-sxaninatiop of our opinion No, B=906,
~ addressed {0 you under Gate or by 19, 1939, im response

of June 18, 1939,
411 paragrapha on
2 {0 amend such para-

we find that the languege
page 4 thereof is too broad
graphs soc that they

- ture made ac specific
3 he used roxr supple~

oppiated for spe¢ific purposes,
pgent pre not avellable for expendi-

ith these gpecifiec purposes, in the

on by the lLegislature of a sontrery

fund in itaelf ordinarily implies
of cost and expense, ¥Where the Legis-
8 Torescen) various expenses aund provided for them

fapda {ded for “gsontingent expense® oannot
be uaed\to plesient expendizures for ftems for which the
Legislatixe made definite and specific provision, Unless
the conte quires a contrary interpretation, & contingent
fund i{s not evailadle to supplement enumerated expsnditures
for which specifio provision has bdeen made, And we find
in this perticular bill no evidence that the Legislature
intended the term “oontingent expensss® in eany other than
its ardinary and usual aignificsnoce,

Answering your first queation, it is our opinion
that in the event any of the rfands get forth in Seetion lda

g.
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Hon. V, O, Marshall, Pege 2.

for speocific purposes are exhausted, the State Soil Conserva-
tion Board is without power or uuthority to spend contingent
funds to supplement satd items, the oontingent moneys going
not to supplement snumerated items or purposes for which
speoific provision has been made by the Legislaturs, but to
take care of items of expense for whioh provision has not
been made by the Legislature,®

, wWith the substitution of the above for the two
‘paragraphs mentioned, the original opinion stands as written,

Yours very truly
ATTORﬂEX‘G!NERAL OF TXXAS

WW

R, ¥, Yairehild
Assistant




